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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to applicant's amendment filed on 1 1 April 2008. Claims 20-27, 
29-42, and 44-55 are now pending in the present application and claims 1-19, 28, and 43 are 
canceled. This office action is made Non-Final. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth 
in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 

1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 1 1 April 2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 20-21, 29, 31, 33-36, 44, and 46-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Takala (WO 99/53699) in view of Lele et al. (hereinafter Lele) (US 
6,185,433 Bl). 

Regarding claim 20, Takala discloses a method of managing SMS messages (Fig. 1), 
comprising: 
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identifying an SMS message for a data terminal equipment (DTE) which reads on the 
claimed "message receiver" (see pg. 2, lines 18-21,26-31; pg. 6, lines 10-21; pg. 7, lines 6- 
16; Fig. 1), where the short message service center (SMSC) provides receiving, delivering, or 
storing of short messages; 

determining whether the message receiver (DTE) has set up at least one alternative 
handling instruction for calls which reads on the claimed "SMS messages" (see pg. 7, lines 
14-28; pg. 8, lines 3-9), where the user (hereinafter B-subscriber) sets up different fields in 
which identifiers correspond to particular A-subscribers to provide a short message; and 

if it is determined that the message receiver (DTE) has set up an alternative handling 
instruction for SMS messages, then executing the alternative handling instruction, wherein 
the set up at least one alternative handling instruction includes a saving instruction for saving 
SMS messages in a electronic calendar (4) which reads on the claimed "personalized folder" 
for the message receiver (DTE) (see pg. 6, lines 12-36; pg. 7, lines 14-36), where the user 
(hereinafter B-subscriber) sets up different fields in which specific identifiers are used to 
respond to different A-subscribers; and 

wherein the SMS messages and the at least one alternative handling instruction are 
managed in an SMS center ("SMSC") in a network (see pg. 6, lines 10-21; pg. 7, lines 24-28; 
Fig. 1), where the system has an SMSC for handling reception, delivery, and storage of short 
messages (e.g., automatic response messages) and can query a user profile (e.g., database 3- 
5) for the response message in which database (e.g., 3-5) are implemented using software and 
functionally placed in the system (e.g., SMSC) as evidenced by the fact that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would clearly recognize (see pg. 6, lines 27-29; pg. 7, lines 11-13; Fig. 1). 
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Takala inexplicitly discloses having the feature(s) managed in an SMS center ("SMSC") in a 
network. However, the examiner maintains that the feature(s) managed in an SMS center 
("SMSC") in a network was well known in the art, as taught by Lele. 

In the same field of endeavor, Lele discloses the feature(s) managed in an SMS center 
("SMSC") in a network (see col. 2, lines 59-63; col. 5, lines 10-16; Fig. 1), where the SMS 
processor (SMSC 107) manages the busy mode and provides a canned response for incoming 
communication. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Takala and Lele to have the feature(s) 
managed in an SMS center ("SMSC") in a network, in order to have a method that provides 
determinate feedback to calling device users, as taught by Lele (see col. 1, lines 45-51). 

Regarding claim 21, the combination of Takala and Lele discloses every limitation 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 20), in addition Takala further discloses the method of 
claim 20, wherein the at least one alternative handling instruction additionally includes at 
least one of 

a setting which reads on the claimed "filtering instruction" for filtering SMS messages 
identified for the message receiver (DTE) according to a predetermined criteria (see pg. 7, 
lines 20-32), where the user provides a setting for handling certain calls; 

a forwarding instruction for forwarding an SMS message received by the message 
receiver to at least one additional address (see pg. 7, lines 20-24), where calls from certain 
numbers are to be connected to another number or terminal equipment; and 

a deletion instruction for deleting SMS messages according to a predetermined criteria. 
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Regarding claim 29, the combination of Takala and Leie discloses every limitation 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 20), in addition Takala further discloses the method of 
claim 20, wherein the at least one alternative handling instruction is set up via a form on a 
Web-based provisioning interface (DTE) (see pg. 6, lines 22-29; pg. 6, line 35 - pg. 7, line 
13), where the user is able to provide database information for the instructions via software 
and internet protocols. 

Regarding claim 31, the combination of Takala and Lele discloses every limitation 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 20), in addition Takala further discloses the method of 
claim 20, further comprising determining whether the message receiver (DTE) has set up at 
least one automatic response which reads on the claimed "AutoReply Message" for the 
message receiver (DTE) (see pg. 6, lines 16-21), where the user has an individualized 
message for A-subscriber. 

Regarding claim 33, the combination of Takala and Lele discloses every limitation 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 31), in addition Takala further discloses the method of 
claim 31, wherein a content of the SMS message is used as the key to select the appropriate 
AutoReply Message from the plurality of AutoReply Messages (see pg. 6, lines 16-21; pg. 7, 
lines 31-36; pg. 8, lines 3-12), where the system uses content (e.g., definitions, identifiers, 
numbers, or addresses) to automatically respond with the appropriate information from the 
fields set up by the user. 

Regarding claim 34, the combination of Takala and Lele discloses every limitation 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 31), in addition Takala further discloses the method of 
claim 3 1 , wherein the appropriate AutoReply Message is selected in accordance with 
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whether the SMS message is one of a Mobile-Originated SMS message and a machine 
originated SMS message (see pg. 6, lines 16-21,29-33; pg. 7, lines 3-36), where the system 
determines the response according to the fields and identifiers in which the data terminal 
equipment can be a mobile station or computer. 

Regarding claims 35-36, the claims are rejected for the same reasons set forth above 
in claims 20-21, respectively. 

Regarding claim 44 and 46, the claims are rejected for the same reasons set forth 
above in claims 29 and 3 1 , respectively. 

Regarding claim 47, the combination of Takala and Lele discloses every limitation 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 46), in addition Takala further discloses of wherein 
there are a plurality of AutoReply Messages set up for the message receiver (DTE), and 
wherein the SMS message is used as a key to select an appropriate AutoReply Message (see 
pg. 6, lines 16-21; pg. 7, lines 20-36), where the user has automatic responses to different 
identifiers which allows the delivering of different messages to the subscribers. 

Regarding claims 48-49, the claims are rejected for the same reasons set forth above 
in claims 33-34, respectively. 

Regarding claim 50, the combination of Takala and Lele discloses every limitation 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 20), in addition Takala further discloses the method of 
claim 20, wherein there are a plurality of alternative handling instructions set up for the 
message receiver (DTE), and wherein a definition which reads on the claimed "content" of 
the SMS message is used to select the appropriate alternative handling instruction from the 
plurality of alternative handling instructions (see pg. 6, lines 12-36; pg. 7, lines 14-36), where 
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the user has definitions that correspond to specific subscriber identifiers which provide 
different A-subscribers with information from the different fields. 

Regarding claim 51, the claim is rejected for the same reasons set forth above in 
claim 50. 

Regarding claim 52, the combination of Takala and Leie discloses every limitation 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 20), in addition Takala further discloses the method of 
claim 20, further comprising setting up the least one alternative handling instruction on an 
SMS Automatic Handling Server ("SAHS") configured in the network (see pg. 7, lines 20- 
24; pg. 6, lines 27-29; pg. 7, lines 11-13; Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 53, the combination of Takala and Lele discloses every limitation 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 20), in addition Takala further discloses the method of 
claim 20, further comprising setting up an automated response for an incoming SMS message 
using an Auto-Reply Message Server ("ARMS") configured in the network (see pg. 6, lines 
16-29; pg. 7, lines 11-13; Fig. 1). 

Regarding claims 54-55, the claims are rejected for the same reasons set forth above 
in claims 52-53, respectively. 

Claims 22-23, 26-27, 37-38, and 41-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Takala (WO 99/53699) in view of Lele et al. (hereinafter Lele) (US 
6,185,433 Bl) as applied to claims 21 and 36 above, and further in view of Alperovich et al. 
(hereinafter Alperovich) (US 6,101,393). 
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Regarding claim 22, Takala teaches of wherein the at least one alternative handling 
instruction includes a filtering instruction specifying a predetermined criteria (see pg. 7, lines 
20-36), where the user has settings for filtering messages received according to different 
fields and identifiers. The combination of Takala and Leie does not specifically disclose 
having an instruction by which SMS messages are to be rejected by the message receiver. 
However, the examiner maintains that to have an instruction by which SMS messages are to 
be rejected by the message receiver was well known in the art, as taught by Alperovich. 

In the same field of endeavor, Alperovich teaches of have an instruction by which 
SMS messages are to be rejected by the MS (22) which reads on the claimed "message 
receiver" (see col. 5, line 22 - col. 6, line 6; Figs. 3-5), where the screening mechanism (200) 
rejects messages according to an SMS selective-delivery criteria. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Takala, Leie, and Alperovich to have an 
instruction by which SMS messages are to be rejected by the message receiver, in order to 
selectively deliver messages from identifiers of a selection and rejection hsts, as taught by 
Alperovich. 

Regarding claim 23, Takala teaches of wherein said filtering instruction (see pg. 7, 
lines 20-36), where the user has settings for filtering messages received according to different 
fields and identifiers. The combination of Takala and Leie does not specifically disclose to 
have an instruction that rejects SMS messages that are older than a predetermined amount of 
time. However, the examiner maintains that to have an instruction that rejects SMS 
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messages that are older than a predetermined amount of time was well known in the art, as 
taught by Alperovich. 

Alperovich further teaches of have an instruction that rejects SMS messages that are 
older than a predetermined delivery-delay period which reads on the claimed "amount of 
time" (see col. 4, line 57 - col. 5, line 3; Figs. 3-5), where the screening mechanism (200) 
rejects messages according to an SMS selective-delivery criteria. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Takala, Lele, and Alperovich to have an 
instruction that rejects SMS messages that are older than a predetermined amount of time, in 
order to selectively deliver messages from identifiers of a selection and rejection lists, as 
taught by Alperovich. 

Regarding claim 26, Takala teaches of wherein at least one alternative handling 
instruction (see pg. 7, lines 20-36), where the user has settings for distributing specific 
messages according to different fields and identifiers. The combination of Takala and Lele 
does not specifically disclose having an instruction that includes a deletion instruction for 
deleting undelivered SMS messages. However, the examiner maintains that having an 
instruction that includes a deletion instruction for deleting undelivered SMS messages was 
well known in the art, as taught by Alperovich. 

Alperovich further teaches of having an instruction that includes a deletion instruction 
for deleting undelivered SMS messages (see col. 4, line 57 - col. 5, line 3; Figs. 3-5), where 
the screening mechanism (200) deletes messages that are undelivered according to an SMS 
selective-delivery criteria. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Takala, Lele, and Alperovich to have an 
instruction that includes a deletion instruction for deleting undelivered SMS messages, in 
order to selectively deliver messages from identifiers of a selection and rejection lists, as 
taught by Alperovich. 

Regarding claim 27, the combination of Takala and Lele discloses every limitation 
claimed as applied above in claim 26. The combination of Takala and Lele does not 
specifically disclose wherein undelivered SMS messages are deleted after expiration of a 
predetermined amount of time. However, the examiner maintains that wherein undelivered 
SMS messages are deleted after expiration of a predetermined amount of time was well 
known in the art, as taught by Alperovich. 

Alperovich further teaches of wherein undelivered SMS messages are deleted after 
expiration of a predetermined amount of time (see col. 4, line 57 - col. 5, line 3; Figs. 3-5), 
where the screening mechanism (200) deletes messages that are undelivered according to 
SMS selective-delivery criteria. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Takala, Lele, and Alperovich to have 
wherein undelivered SMS messages are deleted after expiration of a predetermined amount 
of time, in order to selectively deliver messages from identifiers of a selection and rejection 
lists, as taught by Alperovich. 

Regarding claims 37-38, these claims are rejected for the same reasons set forth 
above in claims 22-23, respectively. 
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Regarding claims 41-42, these claims are rejected for the same reasons set forth 
above in claims 26-27, respectively. 

Claims 24 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takala 
(WO 99/53699) in view of Lele et al. (hereinafter Lele) (US 6,185,433 Bl) as applied to 
claims 21 and 36 above, and further in view of Patil (US 6,625,460 Bl). 

Regarding claim 24, Takala teaches of wherein the at least one alternative handling 
instruction includes a forwarding instruction for forwarding a received call which reads on 
the claimed "SMS message" (see pg. 7, lines 20-24), where the call is directed to another 
number. The combination of Takala and Lele does not specifically disclose having an 
instruction for forwarding a received SMS message to a plurality of different addresses. 
However, the examiner maintains that having an instruction for forwarding a received SMS 
message to a plurality of different addresses was well known in the art, as taught by Patil. 

In the same field of endeavor, Patil teaches of having an instruction for forwarding a 
received SMS message to a distribution list which reads on the claimed "plurality of different 
addresses" (see col. 4, line 27 - col. 5, line 32; col. 6, lines 37-47; Figs. 3 and 5), where the 
user of the SM program has messages forwarding to the addresses of the distribution list. As 
a note, Patil at the least further discloses related features the message server (40) my be 
incorporated into the SMSC (see pg. 7, lines 16-17). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Takala, Lele, and Patil to have an 
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instruction for forwarding a received SMS message to a plurality of different addresses, in 
order to provide messages of information to recipients of a distribution list, as taught by Patil. 

Regarding claim 39, the claim is rejected for the same reasons set forth above in 
claim 24. 

Claims 25 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takala 
(WO 99/53699) in view of Lele et al. (hereinafter Lele) (US 6,185,433 Bl) as applied to 
claims 20 and 35 above, and ftirther in view of Kraft (US 6,424,829 Bl). 

Regarding claim 25, Takala discloses the method of claim 20, wherein the 
personahzed folder (4) is a folder identified for saving urgent SMS messages (see pg. 6, lines 
10-27; pg. 7, line 29 - pg. 8, line 9), where the system has a SMSC for storage of messages 
(e.g., urgent or non-urgent) which communicates with the user's calendar database (3) and 
electronic calendar (4). The combination of Takala and Lele does not specifically disclose 
having the feature(s) folder identified for saving urgent SMS messages. However, the 
examiner maintains that the feature(s) folder identified for saving urgent SMS messages was 
well known in the art, as taught by Kraft. 

In the same field of endeavor, Kraft discloses the feature(s) folder identified for 
saving urgent SMS messages (see col. 3, lines 1-8,14-17; col. 4, lines 25-43; col. 5, lines 1- 
11; col. 1, lines 19-30; Fig. 2), where the user can create folders for different categories, for 
example, to sort private messages into a folder and users profession (e.g., urgent) messages 
into another folder. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Takala, Lele, and Kraft to have the 
feature(s) folder identified for saving urgent SMS messages, in order to handle SMS 
messages in a more efficient way to find short messages (e.g., most important messages) 
more easily, as taught by Kraft (see col. 1, lines 19-30; col. 3, lines 1-8,14-17). 

Regarding claim 40, this claim is rejected for the same reasons set forth above in 
claim 25. 

Claims 30, 32, and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takala (WO 99/53699) in view of Lele et al. (hereinafter Lele) (US 6,185,433 Bl) as 
applied to claims 20 and 35 above, and further in view of Lohtia et al. (hereinafter Lohtia) 
(US 6,560,456 Bl). 

Regarding claim 30, Takala discloses of wherein the at least on alternative handling 
instruction is set up (see pg. 6, lines 22-29; pg. 6, line 36 - pg. 7, line 12; pg. 7, lines 20-24), 
where the user is able to provide settings for instruction via the data terminal equipment 
using software and the internet to control the databases. The combination of Takala and Lele 
does not specifically disclose having an instruction that is set up via an SMS message. 
However, the examiner maintains that having an instruction that is set up via an SMS 
message was well known in the art, as taught by Lohtia. 

In the same field of endeavor, Lohtia teaches of having a request which reads on the 
claimed "instruction" that is set up via an SMS message (see abstract; col. 4, lines 22-39;51- 
56; col. 4, line 66 - col. 5, line 5; col. 5, line 44 - col. 6, line 5; Figs. 1-4), where the user of 
the handset (11) has a profile that allows the user to make a request via a SMS origination 
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message which has a telephone number or code that acts as a trigger for receiving the 
requested information. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Takala, Lele, and Lohtia to have an 
instruction that is set up via an SMS message, in order to have requested information 
delivered to a user according to the user's profile, as taught by Lohtia. 

Regarding claim 32, the combination of Takala, Lele, and Lohtia discloses everything 
claimed, as applied above (see claim 30), in addition Takala further discloses of wherein 
there are a plurality of AutoReply Messages set up for the message receiver (DTE), and 
wherein the SMS message is used as a key to select an appropriate AutoReply Message (see 
pg. 6, lines 16-21; pg. 7, lines 20-36), where the user has automatic responses to different 
identifiers which allows the delivering of different messages to the subscribers. 

Regarding claim 45, the claim is rejected for the same reasons set forth above in 
claim 30. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicanf s arguments with respect to claims 20-27, 29-42, and 44-55 have been 

considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection necessitated by the 
amended language, new limitations, and/or new claims. 

In response to applicant's arguments, the Examiner respectfully disagrees as the 
applied reference(s) provide more than adequate support and to further clarify (see the above 
claims for relevant citations). 
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Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to WILLIE J. DANIEL JR whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7907. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfril, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Appiah can be reached on (571) 272-7904. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 

applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 

for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 

about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 

access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 

9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 

Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA 

OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/WJD,Jr/ 

WJD,Jr 

20 May 2008 

/Charles N. Appiah/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



